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Dr. M. Despland 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 9:45 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DUBAS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF APRIL 28, 
1978, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Board of Governors had approved the 
resolutions from Senate concerning Senior Scholarships and the removal of 
the fee for supplementals and incompletes where medical or other acceptable 
reasons were involved. 


With respect to a question raised at the last Senate meeting concerning the 
number of full-time professorial positions for the present year as compared 
with the numbers for next year, Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the 
available and estimated figures in terms of establishment positions, by 
Faculty. Responding to a question concerning the demolition of the building 
next to the Centennial Building by, Gulf Oil Ltd., Dr. O'Brien advised that 
there have been contacts between the Univers1ty-and Gulf Oil. He 
explained that while technically it should not be impossible to tear down the 
one without damaging the other, if it should turn out otherwise, the 
University-Is posltion would be to appl3r-to the courts to force Gulf Oil to 
make good on any- damage to the Centennial Building. 
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Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dean Boyle formally introduced Dr. P. Simon who would be taking over as 
Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration as of June 1, 1978. 
He advised that the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council had 
passed a resolution at its May 1978 meeting requesting that an exemption be 
given to that Faculty on the implementation of the new re-reading process. 
For one reason or another, the resolution did not reach the Secretary of 
Senate and a formal motion, based upon experience with the re-read process 
over the summer months, would be presented to Senate in September. Prof. 
Whitelaw reported on new programme proposals that have been submitted 
to the Council of Universities over the past year. A proposal for a first cycle 
programme for the preparation of Mathematics teachers was refused because 
the reaction of the Ministry as transmitted to the Council, was that-the 
numbers required for the forseeable future were already being supplied by 
McGill. The decision on the proposal for a Doctoral programme in 
Computer Science has been held in abeyance pending a study of graduate 
programmes in Computer Science. Finally, the proposal for a Specialization 
in Cinema has been approved by the Council and the University was 
waiting for information on funding. 


Student Appeal 


Dr. O'Brien advised that an appeal against a charge of cheating has been 
received, in accordance with the regulations on Cheating in Examinations. 
Senate agreed to his request to place this item on the agenda. He explained 
that the procedure which Senate has invariably. adopted in such cases was 
to appoint a committee to consider the appeal and to report to Senate at a 
subsequent meeting. He recommended that the Steering Committee be 
authorized to constitute an ad hoc committee to consider this and any other 
appeals that might arise later. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DUBAS, SECONDED BY PROF. FROST, 
THAT THE STEERING COMMITTEE OF SENATE BE AUTHORIZED 
TO CONSTITUTE AN AD HOC COMMITTEE TO CONSIDER THIS 
APPEAL AND ANY OTHER APPEALS THAT MIGHT ARISE, AND TO 
REPORT BACK TO SENATE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PINSKY, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, 
THAT THE FACULTY APPOINTMENTS TO THE FELLOWSHIPS, 
SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, THE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, AND THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE, BE APPROVED (DOC-US-78-8-DIl). 


- MOTION-CARRIED - 
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Concerning faculty appointments to C.C.S.L. (DOC-US-78-8-D2), it was 
pointed out that item e), the election of Prof. Bedford as chairman of 
C.C.S.L., did not fall within the jurisdiction of Senate. It was also pointed 
out that the word "elected" in the introductory paragraph was incorrect in the 
sense that the names of the faculty representatives were being proposed by 
C.C.S.L. for appointment by Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WHITELAW, THAT THE FOLLOWING FACULTY APPOINTMENTS 
TO C.C.S.L. (DOC-US-78-8-D2), BE APPROVED: 


PROF. R. WILLS - TO APRIL 30, 1980 

PROF. A. RIDING - TO APRIL 30, 1980 

PROF. W. GILSDORE - TO APRIL 30, 1980 

PROF. J. MACALUSO - TO APRIL 30, 1979 
- MOTION CARRIED - 


Report from the Senate Committee on "colleges" 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. BRIKIS, SECONDED BY MR. 
ROBERTSON, THAT ITEM XIV - REPORT FROM THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON "COLLEGES", BE THE NEXT AGENDA ITEM TO 
BE DISCUSSED BY SENATE. 


It was explained that the reason for requesting the change in the order of the 
agenda was to accommodate those members of the planning committees of 
the two college proposals who were presently in attendance at the Senate 
meeting. Senate was advised that the rationale for the present order of 
agenda items w4s- to place first an the agenda those items that must be dealt 
with by Senate this year, and to place those items that need not necessarily 
be dealt with at this particular meeting lower on the agenda. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Regulations Regarding Cheating (Undergraduate) 


Dr. O'Brien explained that document US-78-8-D3 was the most recent 
version of the Regulations Regarding Cheating (Undergraduate), which 
included the various points that were decided upon at the last Senate 
meeting. He asked Senate to pass a formal-motion to approve the document 
(US-78-8-D3) as the final version of the Regulations Regarding Cheating 
and he also proposed that this be subject to a legal review of the drafting of 
the document. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN PINSKY, 
THAT THE REGULATIONS REGARDING CHEATING 
(UNDERGRADUATE) - (DOC-US-78-8-D3) BE APPROVED, SUBJECT 
TO A LEGAL REVIEW OF THE DRAFING. 


It was suggested the amount of time allowed for the student to admit or 
deny the charge of cheating in writing, in Section 11, item 9, document 
US-78-8-D3, be changed from fourteen to twenty-one days. This would be 
in line with the time limit set out in item 17 and would provide the necessary 
time to take into account-delays in mailing and collection of evidence. It was 
also proposed that Section II, item 2, be amended to allow for additional 
time to take into account any time lost through the process of collecting the 
examination book and other material and relocating the student. The feeling 
was expressed that if the intent of item 13, page 4, 0 was to allow the 
invigilator or the examination. supervisor to be called as a witness before 
the hearing committee, the words ?'or delegate" should be added after 
"Registrar". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. McCULLY, SECONDED BY 
MR. ROBERTSON, THAT ITEM 9, SECTION Il (DOC-US-78-8-D3), 
BE CHANGED TO READ WITHIN TWENTY-ONE DAYS THE 
AI161ENDMENT WAS CARRIED AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY 
MR. McCULLY, SECONDED BY MR. ROBERTSON, THAT THE 
PHRASE "AND WILL ALLOW ADD ITIONAL TIME FOR THE 
EXAMINATION TO COMPENSATE FOR ANY TIME LOST DURING 
THIS PROCESS" BE ADDED TO ITEM 3, b), SECTION II, 
DOCUMENT US-78-8-D3. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


Concern was expressed over the procedures whereby a student would be 
interrupted in writing an examination and either physically moved to another 
location to complete the examination or allowed to -apt to take the 
examination at another time. It was argued that in both cases, there was a 
handicap placed upon a student who has not yet been found to be guilty and 
indeed was merely suspected of cheating. The handicap would be even 
more serious in the case of a student who, in fact, was not cheating and was 
therefore innocent. 


It was suggested that a period be inserted after the word "invigilator" in the 
first sentence in item 2, Section II, and the remainder of the item be deleted. 
Also, that item 3, Section II be completely deleted. 


It was pointed out that there was a lengthy debate over that issue at the last 
Senate meeting and what was stated in items 2 and 3, Section II, document 
US-78-8-D3, was precisely what Senate agreed to at that time. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, THAT THE PHRASE "OR 
DELEGATE" BE INSERTED AFTER "REGISTRAR" IN ITEM 13, 
SECTION II, DOCUMENT US-78-3-D3. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


Concerning item 2, Section II, document US-78-8-D3, it was wondered 
what the "relevant part" of the Sanctions noted in a), c), d), and e) was. The 
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feeling was expressed that the relevant part of a) was failure in the course 
and the relevant part of c), d) and e) was, suspension or expulsion from the 
University tlm imposition of additional credits was not relevant. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that essentially it was the imposition of extra credits 
that was not relevant. Further, the relevant part of a) would be the 
imposition of a failing grade and ineligibility to write a supplemental 
examination for the course. 


The feeling was expressed that as written, item 3, Section II, document 
US-78-8-D3, had a funny ring to it and what it really intended to state was 
that if the student wished to continue in the programme, the only way was 
by submitting a new application. That was, we could not direct the student 
to apply for re-admission if the student had no wish to do so; 


Dr. O'Brien felt that the above concern was precisely the kind of thing that 
would come out in the legal review and redrafting referred to in the main 
motion. 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Responding to a question concerning the date of implementation, Dr. 
O'Brien expressed the feeling that because of the problem of making the 
regulations known it would be difficult to implement them by the 11,178 
Summer Session and it would be preferable to make them effective for the 
next full session, beginning in the Fall - 1978. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE RECULATIONS REGARDING CHEATING 
(UNDERGRADUATE) - (DOC-US-78-8-D3), BECOME EFFECTIVE 
FOR THE NEXT REGULAR ACADEMIC SESSION, BEGINNING IN 
THE FALL, 1978. 


Responding to a question concerning promulgation of the new Regulations, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that as with other things, these would have to be 
promulgated or posted but it should be possible to do so one way or the 
other at the beginning of the next term in September, 1978, The Registrar 
should take note of this. 


It was stated that there were other forms of cheating apart from cheating in 
examinations as covered by the Regulations Regarding Cheating 
(Undergraduate) - (DOC-US-78-8-D3) which were just approved by Senate 
and it was wondered whether Senate would receive another document 
dealing with other forms of cheating. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that aver the past few years Senate has been going 
through the previous regulations in an attempt to get replacements for them 
and the obvious next document to come before Senate would be the one on 
plagiarism. Once Senate has disposed of the obvious things that were before 
it, we would then have to look at the group of regulations to see if there 
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were any gaps or if anything had been missed. That was, the regulations 
would have to be checked to see what else might be appropriate to bring 
before Senate. 


With respect to the Regulations on Plagiarism, Dr. O'Brien advised that he 
proposed to have a new document drafted which, insofar as possible, 
would take into account the processes that were involved in the document 
on cheating (DOC-US-78-8-D3), and in any earlier documents, if relevant, 
and present that to Senate in September. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Resolution concerning the Scheduling of English $-209 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the earlier Senate decision to delay 
implementation of English S-209 and similar courses proposed by the 
Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science, was based on the expectation that a 
report from U.C.C.C. on Competence in Written Expression was soon to 
be tabled and debated at Senate. The U.C.C.C. document was circulated to 
all Faculties and the last of the responses from the various Faculty Councils 
was received by U.C.C.C. two or three weeks ago. He advised that 
U.C.C.C. would be considering the matter over the next month and he 
suggested that the motion from the Arts and Science Faculty Council be 
tabled until the revised Report from U.C.C.C. was tabled in the Fall, 1978. 


It was agreed that agenda item VIII - Motion from the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council concerning the scheduling of English S-209 
(DOC-US-78-5-D4), be withdrawn at this time on the understanding that 
the Report from U.C.C.C. on Competence in Written Expression would be 
presented to Senate in the Fall - 1978 and the motion would be considered at 
that time. 


Evaluation of small units such as "colleges" 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there was a recommendation from the Steering 
Committee (DOC-US-78-8-D8) that the proposal concerning the evaluation 
of small units such as "colleges" (DOC-US-78-4-DIO) be referred to the 
Senate Committee on "colleges". 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE PROPOSAL FOR EVALUATION OF UNITS AND PROGRAMMES 
IN DIVISION IV, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
(DOC-US-78-4-D1O), BE APPROVED. 


Dr. Wall expressed the feeling that the Proposal (DOC-US-78-4-DIO) was 
in the same spirit as the Protocols for Division IV, with reference to the 
evaluation of small units, and we would simply be wasting time by referring 
it to the Senate Committee on "colleges". However, there was one proviso 
which was that he assumed that those units which eventually become 
University-wide, would no longer come under the jurisdiction of the Arts 
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and Science Faculty Council, but rather would fall under the jurisdiction of 
Senate itself, insofar as evaluation was concerned. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the Proposal might have to be amended in due 
course to take into account the above consideration. It was pointed out that 
although the Proposal (DOC-US-78-4-DIO) was an Arts and Science 
Faculty process, on the assumption that the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council might accept a recommendation that a particular unit be suspended, 
such suspension should only be a recommendation because the unit was put 
into place via Senate and ultimately, the Board of Governors. The document 
(US-78-4-Dl1O) should be amended to take that into account. 


The mover and seconder agreed to a suggestion that the phrase "AND 
RECOMMEND TO SENATE AND THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS AS 
NECESSARY" be added at some appropriate point in the document 
(US-78-4-D10). 


It was also agreed that the word "of" in item 3.2, document US-78-4-DlO, 
be changed to "by". 


- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Curriculum Changes 


New Programme Proposals - Faculty of Fine Arts - 1979/80 


Dr. O'Brien explained the change in procedures concerning the approval of 
new programme proposals which was now in effect. 78-8-14 Prof. Gross 
presented and explained the new programme proposals from the Faculty of 
Fine Arts (DOC-US-78-8-D4). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY DEAN PINSKY, 
THAT THE NEW PROGRAMMES IN THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS 
CDOC-US-78-8-D4), BE APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that the date noted on the title page of Report 13 - Part I 
(DOC-US-78-8-D4) should be changed to 1979/80. Prof. Whitelaw 
explained that what was being approved at this meeting was essentially 
programmes, titles and content, subject to the possibility of minor 
modification to the content or details of content between now and September 
1978. That was, U.C.C.C. has reserved the right to submit possible minor 
modifications to the programmes which were now being approved, to 
Senate in September 1978. He presented and explained the U.C.C.C. 
Report on the new programme proposals from the Faculty of Fine Arts 
(DOC-US-78-8-D5), pointing out that the Joint Curriculum Committee 
referred to in section B, item 5.3 and section C, item 5 (DOC-US-78-8-D5), 
was not a Committee of the Senate Task Force on Film, but rather it was an 
ongoing Committee established as a result of the activities of the Task Force 
on Film. 


With respect to resource questions for these and other proposals, Dr. 
O'Brien stated that he has asked the Dean involved to inform him of the 
resource implications-at the University- level. He advised that in the case of 
Fine Arts, the resource question was complicated in that this was an area 
where there was still some growth in enrollment, particularly in certain 
programmes and where, in consequence, additional sections may be offered 
to provide for these programmes. On the other hand, additional sections in 
something-else may, in any case, have had to be offered because of the 
growth in enrollments. 


It was in this context that an estimate of resource implications for the 
programmes in Fine Arts has been made. The estimate that has been 
provided was that in order to implement these programmes, part-time salary 
money to teach between seven and one half and eight and one half six-credit 
courses, would be necessary. 


It was explained that the above estimate covered new courses in addition to 
those courses included in the proposals which were now before Senate. 


Responding to a question concerning the Minor in Photography, Prof. 
Gross explained that the Faculty of Fine Arts did not wish to commit it self, 
from a philosophical point of view, to the development solely of a Minor in 
perpetuity. The feeling was that for financial, developmental and 
pedagogical reasons, it was appropriate at this time to propose a Minor. 
However, this did not mean that because of student demand, changing 
conditions, and patterns of enrollment, it would not be to the benefit of both 
the students and the University to propose a Major programme at some time 
in the future. 


With respect to the Minor in Photography, concern was expressed over the 
potential unarticulated cost that the University may have to bear and it was 
felt that a detailed indication of the capital equipment cost involved in the 
programme should be provided. Serious concern was also voiced over what 
was described as a tendency that seemed to be developing around certain 
parts of the University to wall out students who were not part of a particular 
in-group. This was evident in the proposal for a Minor in Photography in 
that the only students that were allowed to take courses in Photography or to 
take the Minor itself were students in the Faculty of Fine Arts. It was argued 
that there were numerous students in other parts of the University who quite 
legitimately might wish to take some of these courses and in particular, 
students in Communication Studies would find this kind of professional 
training, in the form of a Minor, extremely useful to go along with their 
more theoretical training in the whole field of Communications. The general 
concern was that these courses and the Minor in Photography ought not to 
be restricted to students who were pursuing a degree in Fine Arts but rather, 
they should be available to any student in the University who had the 
qualifications and might wish to take them. 


It was argued that for obvious financial reasons, the programme would be 
limited to fifteen students and it would not be possible to stay within a 
reasonable amount of money if the programme was open to everyone; that 


the screening devices used by the Faculty of Fine Arts were the same as 
those used in Communication Studies where the problems of limited money 
and space were identical; , that if the Faculty was going to operate within a 
reasonable set of costs then they would only be able to take in what the 
Faculty considered to be a reasonable number of students. 


It was suggested that rather than making it appear that this was a walled-in 
unit available only for the particular category of student referred to in the 
proposal, it would be better simply to say that the screening or registration 
process was one that gives first choice to students registered in certain 
programmes, and once a particular point in enrollment was reached, 
providing space was still available, other students would be admitted 
without any distinction being made as to which Faculty they might belong 
to, including other students in Fine Arts. This was a process used by all 
other Faculties. 


It was stated that while one would like to be able to accept the above 
suggested solution, it was felt that it really was not practical and also would 
not serve the important interests of another group of students that one would 
like to recognize as well. These were students in other Minor programmes 
in the Faculty of Fine Arts, including students in the Minor in Cinema, the 
Minor in Art History and Studio Art, and students taking groups of courses 
in Graphic Design, all of whom would be particularly well served by the 
Minor in Photography. Also, if Senate would prefer the Faculty of Fine 
Arts to put some kind of statement into the programme to the effect that if 
there was space available, students from other Faculties would be admitted 
to the courses and the programme, the Faculty would certainly do so. 
However, it was argued that such a statement would be more misleading 
than useful because there was little likelihood at the present time of such 
space existing. 


It was stated that it would be unfortunate if Senate were to decide not to 
approve the proposed Minor in Photography until the courses and 
programme were made more accessible to students in other Faculties. 


At the same time it was wondered whether the Faculty of Fine Arts was 
prepared to state that the intent was, resources permitting, to make the 
courses and programme available to students who might for example, be 
studying Aesthetics or as a complement to students who might be studying 
photography tinder the aegis of Communication Studies. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that on the one hand Fine Arts was, in many 
respects, a space and equipment using area but on the other hand, it was 
also one which had a substantial number of students. The questions to a 
large extent was one of resources. That was, how many resources should 
the University provide, or in a stable situation, transfer in the direction of 
Fine Arts. If Senate were to take the position that every effort should be 
made to make the proposed programme generally available to all students in 
the University, it would mean in effect that the University would have to try 
to pump additional resources in that direction in order to permit multiple 


sections, not only of the introductory courses, but the more advanced 
courses as well. 


It was stated that obviously in a University that had finite funds available, 
any Faculty or department may have to put quotas on a particular 
programme. or course. The concern was really over the question of 
principle as to who was able to compete for a place within that quota 
system, and the contention was that the possibility of competing for a place 
in that quota system should not be restricted merely to the Fine Arts Faculty. 


Responding to a question concerning the possibility of using the Minor in 
Photography as a student recruitment programme, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
he had little doubt that this was a programme which could attract new 
students to the University. However, the issue overlapped somewhat more 
into resource allocation than had been implied in the discussion. While there 
was an important matter of principle involved, it was also a fact that in 
certain programmes, particularly certain programmes within Fine Arts, the 
Minor in Photography being one of them, the number of students were 
overtaxing the space that was available. From the point of view of the 
University interests, one might well make a good argument that we should 
indeed open up the gates in those areas toward which students tend to 
throng, including Fine Arts and Commerce, and that we should push as 
many resources as possible into those areas in order to attract students. 


He stated that he was facing the fascinating situation of hearing a group of 
people from Arts arguing a principle which, when it reaches his desk, could 
only lead to increased pressures to reallocate resources away from Arts and 
towards Fine Arts in order to make viable the working of that principle. 


Also, the reason that we find ourselves building up the kinds of barriers 
contained in the proposal, in a University which basically says we try to 
open up all our courses and programmes to every student who might wish 
to enter them, was essentially because of the lack of resources and facilities 
This creates the situation where we either have to say, with respect to a 
programme like Photography, for example, that if it cannot be open to all 
we should not have it in the University, or that there were good reasons for 
having it in the University, but we unfortunately have to build certain 
barriers around it. 


If Senate wished to urge that the Minor in Photography should be as open 
as possible to as many students as possible, he felt that at the level of 
principle, the Faculty of Fine Arts would have no difficulty. However, if 
Senate wanted an attempt to be made to really implement that, he was certain 
that he would receive a well-documented request that more resources than 
the discussion has been implying were involved, and would have to be 
steered in the direction of the Fine Arts programme. 


It was stated that financially, the implications were that-the number of 
sections in a particular course that could be offered were the result of 
constraints placed upon the Deans by the Vice-Rectors Academic. They 
could not afford to mount any more than a specified number of sections, 


because the resources did not allow more sections to be offered. It was then 
up to the Fine Arts Faculty to decide, given that quota, how they were going 
to fill the available space. 


However, it was argued that, to state in the academic description that the 
programme required students to be in certain Faculties or in certain other 
programmes, was purely an academic consideration and was not the result 
of financial constraints. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that when the operational constraints become 
tolerably evident, the tendency was to then write them into the academic 
description. However, that certainly did not have to be the case. He 
emphasized that what was important at this particular time was to approve 
the programme but not necessarily every detail of the programme, and if 
Senate wished to set aside this particular detail of the Minor in Photography 
to see if appropriate wording that would meet everyone's interests could be 
worked out and approved in September, there would be no difficulty in 
doing so. 


Again, he pointed out that Senate could approve the Minor in Photography, 
subject to an attempt being made to work out an appropriate wording and 
also the resource implications that the wording might imply, and that that 
aspect of it be finalized when the next round of curriculum changes reached 
Senate in September or October, 1978. Alternatively, Senate could decide 
that there would not be a Minor in Photography over the next twelve-month 
period. 


The feeling was expressed that omnibus motions, such as the one presently 
before Senate, inevitably lead to some kind of confusion and it was 
suggested that the names of the programmes that Senate was about to vote 
on, be listed in the motion itself. The programmes referred to were the 
Specialization in Selected Music Studies, the Minor in Photography, the 
Specialization in Printmaking, the Specialization in Graphic Design, and the 
Major in Graphic Design. 


It was pointed out that the Major in Graphic Design was not a new 
programme but a modification to an existing programme and it was felt that 
as such, it did not have to be voted on at this time. It was included in the 
documentation only to show the distinction between it and the Specialization 
in Graphic Design. 


Prof. Whitelaw stated that although the proposal concerning the Major in 
Graphic Design was only a revision to an existing programme, he would 
prefer that it be included in the motion to approve because he has spent so 
much time in the past trying to unscramble decisions which were unclear. 


It was agreed that the motion be split so that each programme was identified 
and voted on separately. 


THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE SPECIALIZATION IN SELECTED 
MUSIC STUDIES PROGRAMME (DOC-US-78-8-D4), WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BERTRAND, THAT THE MINOR IN PHOTOGRAPHY PROGRAMME 
CDOC-US-78-8-D4) BE TABLED AND BROUGHT BACK TO SENATE 
IN SEPTEMBER, AFTER RECONSIDERATION OF THE ENTRANCE 
REQUIREMENTS AND THE STRUCTURE OF PREREQUISITES. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the implication of the motion, if passed, was that 
the Minor in Photography would not be included in the programmes of the 
University to be announced for 1979/80. 


It was suggested that one way to handle the problem would be to accept the 
fact that for one year there was the potential restriction but that the debate on 
how that restriction was to be removed would be carefully looked at in 
September, with a view towards removing it if at all possible for the 
following year. It would be far better for Senate to approach the problem 
rationally in that manner rather than to lose the programme for a whole year. 


Dean Akin advised that he would be willing to withdraw his motion to table, 
in favor of a resolution to approve the programme, exclusive of the entrance 
requirements and prerequisites which would be considered by Senate in 
September. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS WITHDRAWN - 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY 
DR. BREEN, THAT THE MINOR IN PHOTOGRAPHY PROGRAMME 
(DOC-US-78-8-D4) BE APPROVED, EXCLUSIVE OF THE 
ENTRANCE REQUIREMENTS AND PREREQUISITES WHICH 
WOULD BE CONSIDERED BY SEITATE IN SEPTEMBER 1978. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


- THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE SPECIALIZATION IN 
PRINTMAKING PROGRAMME (DOC-US-78-8-D4), WAS VOTED ON 
AND WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE SPECIALIZATION IN GRAPHIC 
DESIGN PROGRAMS (DOC-US-78-8-D4), WAS VOTED ON AND 
WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE MODIFICATIONS TO THE MAJOR 
IN GRAPHIC DESIGN PROGRAMME (DOC-US-78-8-D4), WAS 
VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED- 
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The meeting adjourned for lunch at 12:30 p.m. and resumed at 1:40 p.m. 


New Programme Proposal - Faculty of Engineering 


Prof. Giguere advised that there were three documents relating to the 
proposal for an undergraduate programme in Industrial Engineering. The 
first was the submission itself CDOC-US-78-8-D6) from the Engineering 
Faculty Council, the second was the Report from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-78-8-DD); and the third was the Report from the Senate 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation (DOC-US-78-8-D 16). 


He presented the proposal for a new programme leading to the degree of 
Bachelor of Engineering in Industrial Engineering (DOC-US-78-8-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE FORWARDING TO THE 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON PROGRAMMES OF THE COUNCIL OF 
UNIVERSITIES AND THE MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, THE 
PROPOSAL FOR A NEWPROGRAMME IN INDUSTRIAL 
ENGINEERING, AS SET OUT IN DOCUMENT US-78-8-D6, 
SUBJECT TO EDITORIAL MODIFICATIONS, AND WITH THE 
UNDERSTANDING THAT ANY CHANGES MADE TO THE 
CURRICULUM PRIOR TO SUBMISSION TO THE JOINT 
COMMITTEE WOULD SUBSEQUENTLY BE EXAMINED BY THE 
APPROPRIATE BODIES OF THE UNIVERSITY. 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting and explaining the Report from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-78-8-D7), reminded Senate that normally, for a programme like 
this, there was no commitment to implementation by sending it forward to 
the Counseil and the programme would not be implemented unless 
appropriate outside funding was produced. He also drew Senate's attention 
to the recommendation on page 3 of the Report, "that where programme 
proposals approved by Senate subsequently undergo substantial changes, 
for whatever reason, the modified proposals should return to Senate for 
approval prior to their being implemented". 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the Report from the Senate Committee 
on Priorities and Resource Allocation (DOC-US-78-8-D16). He emphasized 
that while this was a programme with substantial resource implications, the 
nature of the proposal was precisely that it be forwarded to the Comit6 des 
Programmes and the Department of Education in the hope that, in due 
course, a special ad hoc grant would be made within the University Grants 
structure to cover the additional costs involved. 


Concern was voiced over the space implications for the Loyola campus, but 
it was explained that in approving the proposal, it did not necessarily mean 
that the University was committed to placing the programme on the Loyola 
campus. That was an administrative decision and we may find that in a few 
years from now it would be more fitting to put the programme in some other 
location.' That was, while it was the intention and desire of the Dean of the 
Faculty of Engineering at the present time, to locate the programme on the 
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Loyola campus, that was subject to change and was not really what Senate 
was approving. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


New Programme Proposals - Faculty of Arts and Science - 1979/80 


Dr. Wall advised that in view of the fact that U.C.C.C. has expressed 
concern over certain programme proposals, it would be appropriate to 
present the proposals separately. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN COHEN, 
THAT THE B.Sc. MAJOR IN BIOCHEMISTRY PROGRAMME 
(DOC-US-78-8-D 13), BE APPROVED. - MOTION CARRIED 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 
AND THE B.A. MAJOR IN CHILD STUDIES PROGRAMMES 
(DOC-US-78-8-D13), BE APPROVED. 


With respect to the B.A. Specialization in Early Childhood Education, Prof. 
Whitelaw advised that there was no guarantee that this revised programme 
would be accepted for certification purposes by the Ministry of Education. 
A decision on this was expected to be made during the course of the next 
few months. However, at the moment it was assumed that the programme 
would be accepted as a modification to an existing programme and The 
should proceed with it accordingly. Dr. O'Brien advised that the Concordia 
Department of Education did not have the resources to afford the additional 
activity involved in the above-mentioned revised programme. While this 
activity could, if necessary, be covered on the basis of additional part-time 
money, but it would be preferable to have an additional full-time 
appointment. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE B.A. HONOURS IN QUEBEC LITERATURE, THE B.A. 
SPECIALIZATION IN QUEBEC LITERATURE, AND THE B.A. 
MAJOR IN QUEBEC LITERATURE PROGRAMMES 
(DOC-US-78-8-DI3), BE APPROVED. 


Dean Akin explained that these proposals were the result of the merged 
Department completely re-doing its curriculum, with new course titles, 
numbers and descriptions, in an attempt to merge the courses formerly in 
the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science and the S.G.W. Faculty of Arts. 
Consequently, the illusion of change was greater than the reality of change 
and the number of courses actually to be taught as the result of this exercise 
has not increased. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the comments from U.C.C.C. on the Quebec 
Literature programmes were on page 3 of document US-78-8-D 14. The 
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Committee raised the matter of commitment and the feeling was that the 
resources in place seemed to be adequate for offering programmes in 
Quebec Literature but not necessarily the exact programmes proposed. In 
recommending that the programmes he approved, U.C.C.C. was in no way 
recommending approval of all the courses, but rather, the Committee 
intended to make recommendations on individual courses in September 
1978. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Concerning item 3.2 (DOC-US-78-8-D 14), it was explained that this was a 
recommendation to change the title of the existing Major in French/English 
Translation to Specialization in French/English Translation. The feeling was 
expressed that while the recommendation was not regarded by the Arts and 
Science Faculty as a new programme, nonetheless it would be convenient 
for purposes of the Liaison package, if it were approved at this time. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE RECOMMENDATION TO CHANGE THE TITLE OF THE MAJOR 
IN FRENCH/ENGLISH TRANSLATION TO SPECIALIZATION IN 
FRENCH/ENGLISH TRANSLATION, (ITEM 3.2, DOCUMENT 
US-78-8-D 14), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE B.A. MAJOR IN MAN-ENVIRONMENT RELATIONSHIPS 
PROGRAMME (DOC-US-78-8-D13)3, BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE B.A. MAJOR IN WOMEN'S STUDIES PROGRAMME 
CDOC-US-78-8-D13), BE APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that the comment in the U.C.C.C. Report (item 5.3., 
document US-78-8-D14)) that the new Philosophy course was a required 
course in the Specialization in Women's Studies, was not quite correct, in 
that the Philosophy course was part of a list of alternative courses, of which 
six credits were required. It was explained that the phrase "Women's 
Institute" under the heading of "Department" on pages 33 and 34 of 
document US-78-8-D13 was simply an error that was not corrected before 
the document reached Senate, and it was emphasized that the Women's 
Studies programmes were in the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies. 


Concern was expressed over the hidden prerequisites in Economics C397 
and Sociology $458 as listed-under Group 3, Major in Women's Studies 
programme, and it was argued that if a student elected to take those courses, 
that student's programme would consist of more than thirty-six credits. 
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It was explained that the intention was to have the Arts and Science 
Curriculum Committee approach the Economics and Sociology Departments 
and attempt to have the prerequisites changed 


It was further explained that in order to cover enough material within a 
limited amount of time, introductory prerequisite courses were required for 
most of the courses in the Women's Studies programme. However, the 
option was that there were enough choices to allow a student to select from 
among courses for which the student had already completed introductory 
courses in some disciplines at the C.E.G.E.P. level. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN WOMEN'S STUDIES PROGRAMME 
(DOC-US-78-8-DI3), BE APPROVED. 


With respect to item 5.5, in the Report from U.C.C.C. (DOC 
US-78-8-D14), Prof. Whitelaw explained that most of the Honours and 
Specialization programmes that presently existed contained a considerable 
number of specified courses resulting in a commitment on the part of the 
University to offer those courses. However, he conceded that in the case of 
the Specialization in Women's Studies, the number of required courses was 
smaller and therefore the level of commitment was perhaps not a major 
issue. 


Dean Akin explained that the courses listed in the programme under Groups 
1 and 2 were either courses in the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies or in 
Division I, with the exception of Religion C-333. In Group 1, six credits 
were required out of a grouping of twenty-four credits, and in Group 2, 
twelve credits were required out of a grouping of thirty credits. He assured 
Senate that at least six credits in Group | and twelve credits in Group 2 
from departments in Division I would be offered for students in the 
Specialization in Women's Studies programme each year. 


Concern was voiced over the leap from a Minor to a Major plus a 
Specialization, in one shot. It was argued that normally, one would begin 
with a Minor and from the resources forthcoming and the experience built 
up with the programme, one would then move to a Major rather than to a 
Specialization. It was wondered how one could go from a Minor consisting 
of a minimum of twenty-four courses to a structured programme such as the 
Specialization, consisting of a minimum of sixty credits, in the space of one 
year. 


It was further stated that it was clear from the debate last year in Senate 
concerning the role of small units such as "colleges" that the departments, 
including the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies, were supposed to be the 
delivery system and the "colleges" were supposed to define the 
programmes. With respect to the Specialization in Women's Studies, it was 
argued that the Simone de Beauvoir Institute should look after the 
programme, guide the students in the programme and define the objectives 


of the programme, and that the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies should 
be responsible for delivering the courses. The relationship between the 
Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies and the Simone de Beauvoir Institute 
should be defined vis-a-vis the programmes in Women's Studies, before we 
establish something as specialized as a Bacc. Spécialisé. 


It was explained that the Minor in Women's Studies programmes have 
existed on both campuses since 1973, consisting of twenty-four credits on 
the Loyola campus and thirty credits on the S.G.W. campus. The proposed 
Major consisted of thirty-six credits, which represented, at least insofar as 
the S.G.7. Campus was concerned, an increase of six credits and was 
therefore not the radical change that one might at first be led to believe. It 
also pointed out that two years ago proposals for both a Major and an M.A. 
in Women's Studies were turned down because it was felt at that time that 
the programme required more experience. The experience over the past two 
years has been reflected upon and it was now felt that the programme was 
strong enough to request a Specialization. 


It was wondered whether, in addition to the programme offered through the 
Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies, it was contemplated that the Simone de 
Beauvoir Institute would want to have its own programme at some point in 
the future. 


It was explained that that was not envisaged at the present time, it being felt 
that it was important that the Women's Studies programmes have good 
quality academic control through interdisciplinary methodology and the 
programmes were therefore strengthened by being housed in the Centre for 
Interdisciplinary Studies. However, it was envisaged in the near future that 
possibly a number of courses might be offered by the Institute but these 
courses, which would be considered as electives, would have to be 
negotiated with the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies. 


It was stated that one reason for housing these programmes in the Centre for 
Interdisciplinary Studies was in order to make the courses and programmes 
available to anyone in the University rather than being restricted only to 
those students enrolled in the Institute. 


Responding to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that the information that he 
has received from the Deans indicated no financial implications at the 
University level for this programme. 


It was stated that one was really not at all confident that what we want to do 
at this point in our history was to institutionalize anything as intricate as a 
Bacc. Spécialisé. It was argued that there was a very small resource pool of 
people who were already overburdened who were going to have to enact the 
"college" and the courses and we would be getting ourselves into real 
difficulty if we were to adopt the proposal for a Specialization, rather than to 
stick with the Major programme for a few years to see how it worked out. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BERTRAND. THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR A B.A. SPECIALIZATION 
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IN WOMENS' STUDIES, PROGRAMME (DOC-US-78-8-D13), BE 
TABLED. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE RESULTED IN A TIE VOTE - 
- THE CHAIRMAN VOTED IN FAVOR OF THE MOTION TO TABLE - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE CERTIFICATE IN JUDAIC STUDIES PROGRAMME 
(DOC-US-78-8-D13), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN MODERN LANGUAGES 
PROGRAMME CDOC-US-78-8-D13), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the reference to '"100-level courses in item 7.3 
of the Report from U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-78-8-D 14), should be changed to 
read "200-level". 


With respect to the proposal, Prof. Whitelaw explained that U.C.C.C. was 
concerned with this kind of development of a' programme with a 
specialized title but where nothing was spelled out. In general, the 
Committee was concerned with the idea that the two elements, each 
consisting of thirty credits in a modern language, could perhaps not 
represent any particular depth. The programme really looked like two 
separate programmes, i.e. a double-Minor, which raised the question as to 
whether a double-Minor was equal to a Specialization. He stated that he was 
not quite sure what a Specialization in Modern Languages (German and 
Italian) actually meant in terms of what the student has acquired. Also, from 
the point of view of outside credibility, the Committee was concerned that 
on the books it would look like a vague and perhaps not very well 
controlled programme. The suggestion from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-78-8-D 14) was that, if we accept the idea that in this University 
we were going to have programmes where no courses at all were specified, 
then something should be written into such programmes indicating that a 
certain number of credits at a specified number level, should be taken. 


It was argued that within the Department of Modern Languages and 
Linguistics, the number of 200-level credits in any given language, would 
not exceed nine credits. Therefore, a student taking thirty credits within one 
language would find himself enrolled in 300-level and possibly 400-level 
courses in short order. It was also pointed out that, given the wide-range of 
proficiency in a given language that existed among students entering such a 
programme, from complete fluency to no knowledge whatsoever, the 
Department wished to retain a high level of flexibility in order to be able to 
deal with these two extreme situations. 


It was argued that the guidelines to be used by the Department advisors 
when consulted by students about their programmes, should be explicitly 
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listed, which was the more usual way of presenting a Specialization 
programme. 


Again, it was pointed out that the difficulty with the proposal was that there 
did not seem to be any difference between the Specialization in Modern 
Languages and a double Minor in Modern languages. 


Senate was advised that, in effect, there was no difference between the 
Specialization and the double-Minor because the Minor in Modern 
Languages simply states "30 credits in a given language”. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FROST, SECONDED BY PROF. MOORE, 
THAT THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN MODERN LANGUAGES 
PROGRAMME CDOC-US-78-8-D13), BE TABLED. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 
PROGRAMME (DOC-US-78-8-D13), BE APPROVED. 


In presenting the Report from U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-78-8-D 14), Prof. 
Whitelaw pointed out that the Specialization was "essentially identical to the 
B.A. Honours in Theological Studies" without the grade point average 
requirement and he wished to have confirmed that the "directives" 
associated with the Honours programme would also apply to the 
Specialization programme. U.C.C.C. was also concerned that there was no 
indication, even in the Honours "directives", that a student should have a 
number of courses at the 400-level. Dean Akin advised that it was assumed 
that the distribution requirements which apply to the Honours programme, 
would also apply to the Specialization in Theological Studies. It was agreed 
that the phrase "WITH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT ALL OF THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE HONOURS PROGRAMME, WITH THE 
EXCEPTION OF THE GRADE POINT AVERAGE REQUIREMENT, 
APPLY TO THE SPECIALIZATION IN THEOLOGICAL STUDIES", be 
added to the motion. 


With respect to the structure or non-structure of programmes, it was stated 
that in those instances where a new Department chairman has come from the 
Loyola campus, subsequent programmes have very much reflected the 
Loyola traditions, of a less-structured format than these. on the, Sir George 
William campus. Theological Studies was a programme exclusive to the 
Loyola campus and the Department had no difficulty-in coping with the less 
structured format. It was further pointed out that in the Honours in 
Theological Studies programme, "and as a consequence, also in the 
Specialization programme, there was a maximum of eighteen credits that 
may be taken from 200-level courses. Also., the Department of Theological 
Studies did not really conceive of there being a significant difference 
between the 300-level and 400-level courses, as there would be in the case 
of Science Departments where the courses were much more "building 
block" oriented. 
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- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


It was, wondered what programmes in the merged departments in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, apart from those indicated, were going to be 
cancelled, if any. That was, would we continue for instance to have in some 
departments, S.G.W. programmes, Loyola programmes, along with the 
new Concordia programmes, and would a list be produced in the near future 
indicating those programmes that would no longer exist. 


Senate was advised that at the moment, with the exception of five 
departments, all programmes have been merged, and everything would be 
appearing under the new Concordia numbers, with single programmes in 
place for all other departments. 


The feeling was expressed that in order to keep the record straight, Senate 
ought to have a list of discontinued programmes. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that formally speaking Senate had to approve the 
discontinuing of a programme, and he presumed that items of that kind 
would be caught up in the curriculum material to be presented to Senate in 
the Fall - 1978. 


It was explained that it was rather difficult to specifically state in some cases 
whether a programme has been discontinued or not. By and large, 
departments have merged programmes with the resulting programme 
reflecting elements of both. In some cases, departments have adopted one 
programme exclusively and in other cases, departments have started almost 
from scratch. Consequently, in certain instances, it would be difficult to 
identify what has specifically disappeared and what has not. 


Concern was expressed over students already enrolled in a discontinued 
programme, particularly those students who would be entering the third 
year of a programme in the Fall of 1979 which was no longer on the books. 
There was a question of legality concerning the rights of such students to 
finish the programme in which they initially enrolled. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that these were all matters that we have had to deal with 
in the past, albeit not on the gigantic scale of the re-organization of Arts and 
Science that has occurred this year, and where things were undoubtedly 
somewhat confused and in process at the moment. Presumably, the goal 
was that for September or October 1978, these details would be cleared up 
and that there would be a reasonably definitive list of programmes in Arts 
and Science presented to Senate, along with perhaps a statement that all 
other programmes have been discontinued, accompanied by the normal 
provision for students already registered in discontinued programmes. 
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Computer Science (General Business Option) 


With respect to the B.Comp.Science (General Business Option) - 
(DOC-US-77-17--D7), Prof. Giguere advised that while there was a 
recommendation from the Computer Science Committee of Senate on the 
proposals there was as yet, no report from U.C.C.C. and he suggested that 
it might be more appropriate to postpone discussion on the item until the 
Fall, 1978, to be considered along with all the other curriculum changes 
which will be submitted to Senate at that time. 


It was agreed that the matter be postponed until the Fall, 1978. 


Academic Implications of New Regulations on Contract Renewals, 
Promotion and Merit Increments 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the document concerning Contract 
Renewals, Promotion and Merit Increments - Full-time Faculty 
(DOC-US-78--8-D17). He advised that the document proposed substantial 
revision of the University regulations concerning contract renewals, 
promotion and merit increments for full-time faculty. At the time of the 
merger, it was agreed that when such major revisions or introduction of 
new policies occurred, the Personnel Committee of the Board of Governors 
would ask the advice of Senate, not on the document as a whole, but rather 
on the academic implications of the policies involved. He emphasized that 
the actual responsibility for enacting such policies lies with the Board of 
Governors and Senate was not required to approve or disapprove the 
programme, nor, for that matter, to give its advice if it did not wish to do 
so. However, it was open to Senate to send any advice it might wish on the 
academic implications of the policies set out in the document to the Board of 
Governors. Concern was voiced over the enormous amount of paper 
generated at the departmental level that would have to be forwarded by the 
Deans to the Vice-Rector, Academic; the appointment of alternates to the 
Advisory Committee; and the order in which the four points to be 
determined by the Appeals Board were listed (page 4, document 
US-78-8-D17), specifically point number 4 concerning the criteria applied at 
the Faculty/Divisional level, which, it was felt, should have been listed first. 
Concern was also voiced aver how the "clearly articulated" criteria 
mentioned in point 4, page 4, in document US-78-8-D17, were going to be 
formulated and how were they going to be interpreted by the Appeals 
Board. Dr. O'Brien advised that judgements would have to be made as to 
where the line was between what was "clear" and what was "unclear" 
insofar as the criteria were concerned and it would be in the administration 
of the process that these things would be determined by a series of 
decisions. 


It was argued that the phrase "arrangements will be made for input at the 
department level from students" was a vague statement and it should be 
recommended to the Personnel Committee of the Board of Governors that at 
the very least, if students were going to provide any kind of feedback, it 
should be written into the document that they would have to be informed by 
the department chairmen that the evaluation process was about to begin and 


that student comment was being requested. That was, it should be spelled 
out more clearly as to how students could make comments or provide input 
to the decision-making process concerning contract renewals, promotion 
and merit increments. 


It was explained that it would the task of the Faculty or Division to spell out 
the arrangements for student input. In some cases the chairman probably 
would be able to leave it entirely up to the department to determine those 
arrangements and in other cases, it might be determined on a Division or 
Faculty-wide basis. While the concern was a legitimate one, nonetheless, 
the feeling was that this was something that should be fleshed out more at 
the Faculty level. 


It was argued that one way to achieve uniform student input immediately 
was by placing students on the Faculty/Division Advisory Committee. 


The feeling was expressed that the first place where students have relevant 
knowledge about what the procedures were supposed to involve, was at the 
department level rather than at the level of the Deans. Also, the Advisory 
Committee would basically be undertaking a review process of something 
that had happened at the department level. 


It was explained that when the procedures (DOC-US-78-8-D17) were being 
negotiated, the one principle that was uppermost in the minds of the people 
involved, was the principle of subsidiarity. That was, that the real essence 
of decisions should be made at the department level and if there was going 
to be any effective student input, it was at that level that it should take place. 
It was further explained that the principle that there must be student input 
has been guaranteed in the document (DOC-US-78-8-D17), and that the 
mechanism for that type of input would be determined by the Faculty. 


It was argued that in many departments, student input was considered to 
mean consultation with students and theoretically,, we- could have what 
could be called student input in all departments but with not a single student 
voting member on any of the departmental committees. It was suggested 
that the departmental situation be allowed to seek out an equilibrium over a 
period of years, but that the new system begin by having students sit on the 
Faculty/Division Advisory Committee. 


It was explained that it was not the intention of the framers of the document 
(US-78-8-D17) to exclude students in any way. The document was the first 
stage, and presumably a legally binding stage, of what would have to be a 
very complex process of education at all levels of the University over the 
next several years. The document was a statement of principle and of 
minimal conditions which have to be met for propriety. 


With respect to student involvement, it was pointed out that the principle 
calling for student involvement was ensconced in the document. Where the 
debate had to take place and where the students should make their 
presentations was to the Faculty or Divisional Dean who were going to have 
to establish the kind of general meeting where discussion would take place 


and where, presumably, students could make presentations. It was also 
emphasized that what was being requested of Senate was that it advise the 
Personnel Committee of the Board of Governors as to the academic 
implications of the document. 


It was wondered whether it would satisfy the students' genuine feeling of 
being left out of the evaluation process, to change the first sentence under 
Evaluation (page 1, document US-78-8-D17), to read "Each Faculty 
Council will propose what type of process is to be used at the department 
level and will put such proposals to a vote of the full-time faculty members 
of that Faculty." It was explained that students obviously have a role in the 
Faculty Council and if they played a part at that level in determining what 
kind of policy would apply to the entire Faculty, perhaps this would take 
care of the genuine need of the students to have an input. 


It was argued however, that in order to implement the above suggestion, the 
mandates of the Faculty Councils would have to be changed considerably. It 
was pointed out that in order to establish uniform policies and practices 
within each Faculty, the members of the Advisory Committees would have 
to build up experience over a two or three year period, and it was argued 
that it would be extremely difficult if not impossible, to find students who 
would be able to sit on such a committee for three years. 


It was argued that there were clear distinctions between the academic aims 
and objectives of the various Faculties and therefore, it should be left to 
each Faculty to decide on the composition of the Advisory Committee. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that insofar as the document itself was concerned 
(DOC-US-78-8-D 17), it was clear that the real action for effective student 
input was to take place when, within each Faculty or Division, the approach 
to be used at the departmental level was 


determined. While that could have been spelled out in the document, it was 
not and the document simply signals that the action was to take place there. 
He personally felt that that was where the important student influence would 
be made. Whether or not there should be student membership on other 
committees at other levels, was a legitimate question to be raised, but the 
real impact would always be at the departmental level because experience 
has shown that almost one hundred percent of decisions were, de facto, 
made at that level. 


It was suggested that given that the academic objectives of each Faculty or 
Division may vary, that the criteria used for the review of academic 
personnel may also vary from Faculty/Division to Faculty/ Division, and 
that the procedures used at the Faculty or Division level were related to the 
objectives and criteria, it should be recommended to the Personnel 
Committee of the Board of Governors that the Advisory Committee at the 
Faculty/Divisional level consist of a minimum of four members, the method 
of selection being left to each Faculty to decide. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED BY MR. 
McCULLY, THAT BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE THIRD SENTENCE 
IN THE SECOND PARAGRAPH ON PAGE 1 (SECTION 1, 
DOCUMENT US-78-8-D17), BE CHANGED TO READ THAT 
"FORMAL ARRANGEMENTS WILL BE MADE FOR INPUT AT THE 
DEPARTMENT LEVEL FROM STUDENTS ETC. ETC.". 


The feeling was expressed that the motion should be changed so that it does 
not recommend a change in the wording of the document. It was suggested 
that the motion should be to the effect that Senate was pleased with the 
insistence on arrangements for input from students at the department level 
but wishes to stress that these arrangements should be formal. 


The feeling was also expressed that if the motion was interpreted as being a 
substantive revision to the document, it would have to go back to the bodies 
that have already approved the document. It was wondered whether it 
would be agreeable to the mover and seconder to leave the document as 
worded, accompanied by the motion as a statement to the Board of 
Governors along with, what was hoped would be, a recommendation from 
Senate to approve the document. 


It was stated that one could support a motion that said that Senate was 
pleased that arrangements have been made for input at the department level 
from the students and that those arrangements should be formal. However, 
one could not support a motion to change the actual wording of the 
document. 


It was suggested that one way to resolve the problem without actually 
changing the wording of the document would be for Senate to pass a 
resolution which simply stated that it was understood that the spirit of the 
word "arrangements" in the document was that these be formal 
arrangements. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that while Senate could certainly pass any of the 
resolutions that have been suggested, to a considerable extent what Senate 
could contribute to this situation was more the result of the discussion than 
any motion that might be passed. Also, while not impossible, it was 
difficult and complex to change words in documents of this kind when they 
reach this stage. Senate could give its advice to anybody on anything, which 
it has done from time to time and if Senate wished to give its advice to 
whomever may be listening that the arrangements made under the section on 
Evaluation (DOC-US-78-8-D17) should be formal, it could certainly do so. 
If Senate wished to change the resolution on the floor to a message to the 
Personnel Committee, it could be taken note of at the Personnel Committee 
and if it led to a change in the document, undoubtedly the message would be 
communicated to those places where it would be most effectively received. 


- THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE 
MOTION - 
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IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED BY MR. 
McCULLY, THAT BE IT RESOLVED THAT SENATE EXPRESS ITS 
SATISFACTION THAT INPUT FROM STUDENTS AT THE 
DEPARTMENTAL LEVEL HAS BEEN PLACED INTO THE 
DOCUMENT (US-78-8-D17) AND RECOMMENDS TO THE 
PERSONNEL COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS THAT 
FORMALIZED ARRANGEMENTS BE MADE IN THE NOT TOO 
DISTANT FUTURE. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Report from the Senate Committee on Colleges 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. GRAY, 
THAT ITEM XIV, CONCERNING THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON COLLEGES, BE THE NEXT ITEM ON THE 
AGENDA. 


- THE MOTION WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Report from the Senate Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the Report from the Senate Committee 
on Priorities and Resource Allocation (DOC-US-78-8-D9). It was 
suggested that the temporary provision for two additional faculty members 
and one additional student member on the Committee referred to in Section 
A, document US-78-8-D9, should be institutionalized. 


That was, that two faculty members and one student be added to the 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation on an ongoing basis, 
elected by and from the Senate. It was explained that the suggestion was 
being made because it was felt that it would be helpful to both Senate and 
the Committee to have a relationship which allowed for more direct 
feedback and accountability from the Committee to Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the original rationale for providing a reasonable 
balance in the membership of the Committee was to make certain that there 
were people from both campuses and from the various Faculties that existed 
at the time of the merger. The presumption was that after a four-year period, 
the University would have been sufficiently re-organized that the matter 
would be taken care of otherwise. 


The feeling was expressed that there was a direct overlap between item 
number XII and item number XIII - a proposal for a Finance Committee of 
Senate, and it was suggested that it might be possible to achieve the most 
substantive objectives of that proposal (DOCUS-78-8-D 15), if its most 
important recommendations were brought within the terms of reference of 
the Senate Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation. The specific 
items being referred to were items a), b), and g) in document 
US-7-8-8-D15. 


What was being suggested was a motion under item C.3. 
(DOC-US-78-8-D9), that Senate instruct or request the Committee on 
Priorities and Resource Allocation to do, in fact, what items a), b) and g) in 
document US-78-8-D15 proposed. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that an a technical level he could see no difficulty with 
the motion suggested above. However, with respect to item b) "to make 
interim reports to Senate as the University budget is developed;", he 
emphasized that there was no difficulty in asking that of the Committee as 
long as there was a reasonable understanding and expectation of what that 
meant in practice. He explained that the University budget in the narrow 
sense of the word budget, tended to be developed very rapidly over a very 
brief period of time, which was likely as not, during the month of June. In 
that sense, there was not likely to be very many meetings of Senate at which 
interim reports could be made, even if the Committee itself was able to keep 
up with that. 


It was wondered, given the scope of the present mandate of the Committee 
on Priorities and Resource Allocation, whether the Committee could cope 
with the additional responsibilities being proposed. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he personally felt that the Committee probably could 
cope with the additional responsibilities. He explained that the Committee 
had now accumulated two and one half years of experience and that it was 
the reflection of the Committee itself on its experience, that it could do a 
good deal more in the area of-reviewing the financial situation of the 
University and reporting to Senate on it. Also, that the work that the 
Committee was supposed to do in terms of priorities, would benefit by 
being put in closer juxtaposition with the financial questions that have a 
good deal to do with priorities. 


He emphasized that, irrespective of the terms of reference of the Committee 
on Priorities and Resource Allocation or any other committee, Senate does 
not have authority over the budget nor could it control the budgetary 
process. However, Senate, or the Committee, could keep in touch with the 
budgetary process, make input to it and react to the way it was evolved. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MOORE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
O'CONNOR, THAT SENATE INSTRUCT THE COMMITTEE ON 
PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION TO INCLUDE IN ITS 
TERMS OF REFERENCE THE RESPONSIBILITY TO ADVISE 
SENATE ON THE ACADEMIC IMPLICATIONS OF FINANCIAL 
DECISION-MAKING AT CONCORDIA; TO MAKE INTERIM 
REPORTS TO SENATE AS THE UNIVERSITY BUDGET IS 
DEVELOPED; AND TO MAKE AN ANNUAL REPORT TO SENATE 
THAT SHALL ACCOMPANY THE TABLING OF THE UNIVERSITY 
BUDGET AT SENATE CITEMS a), b), AND g), DOCUMENT 
US-78-8-D15). 
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It was suggested that the statement "to report to Senate on resource 
implications of curriculum changes" be included in the motion. 


The feeling was expressed that the above suggestion would take the 
concerns of the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee down to a 
very immediate and nitty-gritty level which would be difficult for the 
Committee to handle if it was going to be dealing with larger questions that 
Senate would want the Committee to deal with. Also, it was felt that that 
kind of detailed examination was best done or identified by U.C.C.C. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that at present, up to a-point, U.C.C.C. attempted to 
do that and secondarily, he has asked the Deans to do that for Senate. There 
was also the real possibility of tying the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee up in the annual and Very heavy round of curriculum changes, 
which, if it happened, would undoubtedly take the Committee away from 
other matters. 


It was agreed by the mover and seconder that the motion remain as 
originally proposed. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED BY MR. 
McCULLY, THAT THE COMRITTEE ON PRIORITIES AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION BE INSTRUCTED TO REPORT TO 
SENATE ON THE RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS OF MAJOR NEW 
CURRICULUM DEPARTURES. 


Responding to a question concerning the present mandate of the Committee, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that it was fairly broad and therefore, much of what 
has been proposed could be construed as being included in it. However, it 
was his understanding that Senate was particularly asking the Committee to 
give its attention to these matters in the coming year and that the resolution 
an the floor, if passed, would represent a significant change in the operation 
of the Committee. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MOORE, SECONDED BY MR. 
HEDMANN, THAT TWO FACULTY MEMBERS AND ONE STUDENT 
BE ELECTED BY AND FROM SENATE TO SIT ON THE PRIORITIES 
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE. 


It was stated that the above motion related to the composition of the Senate 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation and an amendment to the 
motion was suggested that the Academic Deans be members of the 
Committee. The feeling was expressed that the suggested amendment was 
not wholly consistent with the motion on the floor and in fact, should be an 
independent motion. It was argued that if the motion was in order, then the 
amendment was also in order because there was no notice in the agenda that 
the composition of the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee would 
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be considered. It was explained that it was not being suggested that the 
amendment be ruled out of order, but rather that it be considered as a 
separate motion. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that one way or another, there was a point of order 
being raised which was worth considering. He explained that what was 
before Senate was a report from the Committee (DOC-US-78-8-D19) and it 
was a reasonably logical extension of what the Committee chose to report to 
Senate about its proposed activities for next year, to have referred to it 
certain specific things which Senate would see fit for the Committee to 
consider. At the same time, the change in the membership of the Committee 
was really not on the agenda and while there might well be merit in both of 
the proposed changes, they should be given as notices of motion to be dealt 
with at the September 1978 meeting of Senate. 


THE CHAIRMAN RULED THE MOTION OUT OF ORDER ON THE 
GROUNDS THAT IT WAS NOT ARISING FROM THE REPORT FROM 
THE COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
(DOC-US-78-8-D9). 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if those Senators who have suggested changes in 
the membership of the Committee wish to have that as an item on the 
September agenda, it could be referred to the Steering Committee for 
discussion at the next meeting. 


Dr. Wall suggested that the Steering Committee should consider the 
possibility of having a Special Meeting of Senate within the next week to 
deal with the item concerning "colleges" (Agenda item XIV), and the 
resolutions concerning the change in membership of the Priorities and 
Resource Allocation Committee could be placed on the agenda of that 
meeting, if such a meeting was called. 


It was argued that Senate has yet to formally receive the report of the 
Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee (DOC-US-78-8-D9) and 
Senate should dispose of that item before jumping to the question of a 
Special Meeting of Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MOORE, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT SENATE RECEIVE THE REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON 
PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION (DOC-US-78-8-D9). 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Proposal for the establishment of a Finance Committee 


Dr. O'Brien asked Senate whether it was understood that item XTII 
Proposal for the establishment of a Finance Committee of Senate 
(DOC-US-78-8-D15), has in fact been dealt with. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 
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A FINANCE COMMITTEE OF SENATE (DOC-US-78-8-D15), BE 
TABLED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Adjournment 


On behalf of Senate, Dr. O'Brien offered apologies to members of the 
planning committees who had been in attendance at the meeting all day in 
anticipation of the discussion of the proposals for the establishment of two 
"colleges". 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


